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REMARKS 



Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration of this application in view of the 
following remarks and the above amendments. This response is believed to fully address all 
issues raised in the Office Action mailed December 18, 2006. Furthermore, no new matter is 
believed to have been introduced hereby. 

Claims 7, 18, and 20 have been amended as detailed above. Accordingly, claims 1-21 
remain pending in the present application. 

Claim Objection 

Objection to claim 7 is believed to have been overcome via the amendment detailed 

above. 

Specification Objection 
Objection to paragraph [0018] of the specification is believed to have been overcome via 
the amendments detailed above. 

35 use ^101 Rejection of the Claims 
Claims 18-21 stand rejected under 35 USC § 101. These claims have been amended as 
detailed above. Accordingly, it is respectfully submitted that these claims are in condition for 
allowance. 



submitted that these claims are in condition for allowance at least based on the amendments 
detailed above. 

35 USC ^102 Rejection of the Claims 
Claims 1-21 were rejected under 35 USC § 102(b) as being anticipated by Baweja et al. 
(U.S. Patent No. 6.332.189). 

These rejections are respectfully traversed. 



35 USC f 112 Rejection of the Claims 
Claims 7-11 stand rejected under 35 USC § 1 12, second paragraph. It is respectfully 
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Additionally, the undersigned cannot understand some of the reasoning provided in 
rejecting the claims. Starting with rejection of claim 1, for example, the office states that: 
As per claim 1 , Baweja teaches an apparatus comprising: 
storage means for storing a first type of branch history information (see e.g. Fig. 
1b-1c, wherein element 122 (Fig. 1b>ancl element 132 (Fig. Ic) are the storage means. 
Also, see e.g. Fig.. 2, wherein element 220 is (Fig. lb) and.element 230 (Fig. 1c), see 
col. 4. lines 51-67 lo col. 5. lines 1-51); 

Specifically, the undersigned is unable to find element 220 in Fig. lb or element 230 in 
Fig. Ic of Baweja. Even if these elements (220 and 230) were relied on to reject the claimed 
element of "storage means" the undersigned is at a loss. Elements 220 and 230 appear to be 
predictors shown in Fig. 2 and appear to have nothing to do with the claimed "storage means." 

If a subsequent Office Action is to be mailed in the present application, applicant hereby 
respectfully requests a more clear rejection of claims pursuant to MPEP §706. 

35 use $102 Rejection R&Quirements 

Additionally, the Office is respectfully reminded of the requirements of MPEP §2131 that 
states a "claim is anticipated only if each and every element as set forth in the claim is found, 
either expressly or inherently described, in a single prior art reference" (citing Verdegaal Bros. v. 
Union Oil Co. of California, 814 F.2d 628, 631, 2 USPQ2d 1051, 1053 (Fed. Cir. 1987)). 

Pursuant to MPEP §21 12, it is respectfully submitted that the record fails to provide any 
factual support for a finding of teaching by inherency. In particular, MPEP §2112 in part states 
that: 

The fact that a certain result or characteristic may occur or be present in the prior 
art is not sufficient to establish the inherency of that result or characteristic. In re 
Rijckaert, 9 F.3d 1531, 1534, 28 USPQ2d 1955. 1957 (Fed. Cir. 1993) (reversed 
rejection because inherency was based on what would result due to optimization 
of conditions, not what was necessarily present in the prior art); In re Oelrich, 666 
F.2d 578. 581-82. 212 USPQ 323. 326 (CCPA 1981). "To establish inherency, the 
extrinsic evidence 'must make clear that the missing descriptive matter is 
necessarily present in the thing described in the reference, and that it would be so 
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recognized by persons of ordinary skill. Inherency, however, may not be 
established by probabilities or possibilities. 



In particular, the Office fails to establish at least the highlighted elements of claim 12 are 
taught by Baweja (reproduced below for the ease of Office): 
12. A processor comprising: 

a storage unit for storing a first type of branch history information; 

a plurality of intermediate prediction units to generate a plurality of 
intermediate branch prediction results based off of a plurality of portions of the 
store branch history information, wherein each intermediate prediction unit uses a 
portion of the branch history information that is smaller than all of the branch 
history information stored within the storage unit in order to generate the plurality 
of intermediate branch prediction results. 

For example, the Office fails to establish that Baweja teaches that a plurality of portions 
of the stored branch history information are used to generate the intermediate branch 
predications. Specifically, in rejecting claim 12, the office states that: 

Claims 12-17 are rejected on grounds corresponding to the reasons given above 
for claims 1-6. 

In rejecting the relevant portion of claim 1. the Office states: 
See e.g, col, 4, lines 12-18 caid col, 5. lines 1-61). wherein the intermediate prediction 
means uses a portion of the branch history information that is smaller than all of the 
branch hIstcMy information stored within the storage means in order to generate the 
plurality of intermediate branch prediction results (see e.g. Fig. 2. wherein as long as all 
the branch history information are not been used for the ifinal result, then it's smsriler all 
of the branch history information stored within the storage mes^s; see also, col. 4, tines 
51-67 to col, 5, lines 1-51); 
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Fig. 2 of Baweja fails to teach the highlighted portion of claim 12 above. Also, column 4, 
lines 51-67 to column 5, lines 1-51, fail to cure this shortcoming. In fact, Fig. 2 fails to show any 
history information. The cited text of Baweja is reproduced below for the Office's ease of 
reference; 

FIG. 1^ illuslriilus a biatiuti pruJiclur 170^ soiiiclirtn^si 
calkct a serial-BLG prediclor, having h sedes coinbluafiou 
of a himndal predictor 172, a local predictor 174^ and a 
global predictor 176. In ih^ serial-BLO prt'-dictor embodi- 

55 mciil illuslralcd^ Ihc fast adapLabilily of the Arst sla^^o^ Lhu 
bimodal predictor stage 172, allow*; the serial-BlXi predic- 
tor 170 to adapt quickly, Ihe first stag^ covers the most 
coiiuuou ciiJiCft^ ill a small physical .size, aUi^wiuj^ iLc ^cc^uud 
and third sftiige.s 174 and 176, to be designed to hiindle only 

to those ca5;e5t where the first stage prediciion is wrong. 

Ri;lcrriiJj4 uuw Ip FIG. 2, illuslralcil is our series-parallel 
braxich predictor 200,, described and cl^iiued in ow above- 
referenced patent application, llie branch predictor includes 
a bimodal prediclor 2 10 in .scries wi ih a local predictor 220, 

CS litis scries combinatioju Ibruis a iirsl puctiou of 11k: braucdi 
predictor 200, aad has a tirsi ourpiu, described more ftilly 
below. The bimodal prediclor 210 may be similar to the 
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5 



biftiodal predtctoi- illusuated iu FIG. but need oot be; it 
nccJ simply perLV^rm a bimodal prtjdiclion. Similarly, Ihe 
local predictor 220 m^iy be similar to tiiat illustmte'd in FIG. 
th, hut need iv>r. I>c; it need simply peffnrm a Incnl predic- 
tion. 5 

With continued refereitce to FIG. 2, a globa] predictor 230 
forms a second portion of our series-parallel brandi predic- 
tor 200, and has a s«coDd output, 'llie global predictor 230 
may be similar lo the global pre<Uctor illustrated id any of 
FItiS. Ic btit need nor be; it need simply |Kiform a 
gj*5bal prediction. 

'I "hi; cmbndimcni. (if Ihc scricN-piinillul brunch prcdktDr 
illustrated in FIG. 2, further include.^; a })oilint) 240 having an 
airay of 2-bit c<>untcrs> 242. The portion 240 receives certain 
data regarding a brancb instruction address, i he data, include ^ 
a branch instruction address. It also mciude.<i taiorLuntlon 
regarding which bns bcm the belter prediction in the past, 
that Is, wiielfaer the second output of the global predictor 
230, or the first oulpul of Ihe scricii combination of the 
tiiniodal prcdiclor 2 10 and the local prcdtL*U>r220 ban, in dii; 
past, been the better prediction. 

With continued reference to FIG. 2^ inchided also is a 
multiplexor 250. The middplexor 250 receives both the first 
and fu^ond outpuif;^ and also a third output from the portion 
240. With th6s»c oulpul^s the multiplexor 250 uutputs>. a .^^ 
prediction of wlujt tlie taken branch should be. Thisx>retlLC- 
Lion is made by setcctiug eilhur the first output ur Ihc second 
output, based upon ttie third output. 

Ui ttfic eujbodiiuenl iliusitnited in MU. 2^ the Grsl «jutpul is 
either the bimodal prediction of the bimodal predictor 210 or 
the local prediction of the local predictor 220, The local 
prcdidion -IK used when llx^rc is a '^hil" in the local history 
tabic, and tlie hirriiKlul prcdicUitn is iLsed when there is n^iL, 
as descTibed more fully in our above-refererKH^d relaled 
patent ap|>lic;it.ion. TTic second oiitpul is the global prcrlic- ^3 
tion of Ihe gloivd 2'AO. The ihird otilpiil includes iufbriiialioii . 
regarding whether the ftrst output or the second output has, 
in the past^ been the better pix-dlctor. Us^ing these inputs^ the 
multiple Aor 250 .sclcctii cither ttic first output (which is cither 
the local prediction or the hirnodal prediction) or the second ^ 
output (which is the global prediction) as the pn&dictiou of 
the taken branch. 

As will L>e Hpp;irent lo Ihuse skilled in the art haviny^ 
benehl of the present leachiujjs and those contained iu the 
iilHivc'rcfcrcnL-cd rclalixi jtalcnt applicjjtion, ;iny dcsirud ^5 
bimodal predictor stmcltice may be used for the bimodal 
predictor 210, any desired local pncdictor Mnicturc may he 
used for the local predictor 220, and any desired global 
predictor structure may be used tor the global predictor 230. 
Simihirly, any desirable selecting isiruc^ure may be used foT 50 
the niuliiplexor 250. 
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As can be readily seen, nothing in this citation teaches the highlighted portion of claim 12 

above. 

More particularly, the following assumption by the Office is not taught by the cited 
portions of Baweja: 

''wherein as long as all the branch histoiy information are not been used for the 
final result, then it's smaller all of the branch history information stored within the 
storage means ..." 

There is simply no such teaching by the cited portions of Baweja. The Office appears to 
be making "suggestions" that are simply unsupported by a rejection under 35 USC §102. 

Accordingly, the Office fails to establish that claim 12 is anticipated. 

Other independent claims include similar language as claim 12 and should be allowable 
for at least similar reasons. Accordingly, all pending independent claims are in condition for 
allowance. 

. Further, all pending dependent claims should be allowable for at least similar reasons as 
their respective independent claims, as well as additional or alternative elements that are recited 
therein but not shown in the cited prior art. 

Claims 2, IL and 14 

Also, in rejecting the claims, the Office relies on elements 122 and 132 of Baweja. In 
particular, claims 2, 1 1, and 14, all indicate that a register is used to store the claimed portions of 
the branch history information. Baweja appears to use separate storage units (elements 122 and 
132 for its different predictors). 

Also, the claimed language highlighted above with reference to claim 12 (stating that 
each intermediate prediction unit uses a portion of the branch history information that is smaller 
than all of the branch history information stored within the storage unit) further distinguishes 
using separate storage units. 

Accordingly, claims 2, 1 1, and 14 are allowable for at least this additional reason. 
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Conclusion 



Applicant respectfully submits that the claims are in condition for allowance and 
notification to that effect is earnestly requested. The Examiner is invited to telephone 
Applicant's attorney (720-840-6740) to facilitate prosecution of this application. 

Applicant hereby petitions, as well as includes the appropriate fee herewith, to obtain a 
3-month extension of the period for responding to the Office action, thereby moving the deadline 
for response from March 1 8, 2007, to June 18, 2007. 

If necessary, please charge any additional fees or credit overpayment to Deposit Account 



No. 503133. 



Respectfully submitted. 



Customer Number: 50890 



Telephone Number: 720-840-6740 



Date June 18. 2007 



By 



/Ramin Aghevli/ 



Ramin Aghevli 
Reg. No. 43.462 
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